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Politique, on peut s’interroger sur la place qui est faite aux livres I et II. Bien qu’il s’en 
explique, on aurait aimé davantage de détails sur les deux premiers livres, et notamment 
sur la redéfinition aristotélicienne de la cité comme «  multiplicité différenciée  » 
(1261a23). Car, en second lieu, il semble que cette définition joue un rôle structurant 
dans la compréhension aristotélicienne de la communauté politique, et en particulier 
dans les solutions proposées pour mettre un terme à «  la division sociale  ». Cette 
expression, sous-titre de l’ouvrage, et qui semble renvoyer à la notion de stasis, aurait 
d’ailleurs pu laisser accroire que Terrel allait lui consacrer une analyse détaillée, ce qui 
n’est pas le cas. On peut donc se demander en quoi consiste concrètement cette épreuve 
de la démocratie. De plus, la division sociale réside-t-elle uniquement dans l’antagonisme 
des riches et des pauvres, définis par Terrel comme «  deux classes fondamentales et 
incompatibles » (p. 194) ? L’antagonisme des citoyens vicieux et vertueux n’est-il pas 
plus fondamental encore ? Ne constitue-t-il pas la véritable épreuve de la démocratie, 
c’est-à-dire sa limite, en ce qu’elle ne parviendrait jamais à le résoudre – tant la vertu est 
rare ? En troisième lieu, bien qu’il distingue point de vue social et point de vue politique 
s’agissant du Livre IV, Terrel omet paradoxalement un terme décisif : les mesoi – gens 
de fortune moyenne – qui, du fait de leur position médiane, sont intrinsèquement 
doués de certaines qualités, ce qui les rend aptes, non seulement à pacifier la cité, mais 
en outre à gouverner en vue du meilleur. Or les mesoi sont précisément définis comme 
des égaux et des semblables, ce qui est également la fin même de la cité (1295b25). 
Dès lors, laquelle, des deux cités, est une communauté de « semblables » : la cité des 
mesoi ou celle des hommes de bien ? Qu’Aristote entend-il exactement par ce terme : 
la similitude renvoie-t-elle à la vertu du citoyen ou à celle de l’homme de bien ? Cela 
nous reconduit, pour finir, au caractère discutable du «  théorème de l’excellence  », 
que Terrel laissait d’ailleurs entrevoir lorsqu’il parlait de sa « fausse évidence » : la cité 
étant composée « de qualité et de quantité » (1297b17-24), si l’on doit viser le meilleur, 
on ne saurait jamais le faire sans tenir compte de la multitude constitutive de la polis. 
Or ce souci, constant, guide également Aristote dans la Politique. Ainsi, bien que la 
démocratie constitue effectivement un régime problématique, il semble discutable de 
partir d’un postulat, somme toute assez platonicien, suivant lequel, pour pouvoir viser 
le meilleur, il s’ensuivrait nécessairement que le pouvoir doive revenir aux meilleurs. 
Bien évidemment, ces interrogations visent moins à remettre en question la lecture ici 
proposée qu’à dessiner quelques horizons de questionnements et des pistes de réflexion. 
Esther Rogan
Université Paris 1 Panthéon Sorbonne, Gramata
Carlo Natali, Cristina Viano (éd.), Aitia II. Avec ou sans Aristote : le débat sur les 
causes à l’âge hellénistique et impérial, Louvain-la-Neuve, Peeters, 2014 (Aristote. 
Traductions et études, 33), 254 p., ISBN : 978-90-429-3093-3.
Given how central causality is in ancient as well as in modern philosophical thought, 
it is surprising that the number of existing studies on the way the topic was theorized on 
in antiquity are still too few. This is one of the reasons why the present volume is a very 
welcome addition to the literature on ancient theories of causation. This volume also 
has the special merit of covering a period in ancient Western thought that, as a whole, 
has been so far less investigated than others: the Hellenistic and Imperial period, roughly 
from the times of flourishing of the Peripatetic school until Plotinus. (In covering 
this period, this book complements Aitia I. Les quatre causes d’Aristote  : origines et 
interprétations, coedited by C. Viano, C. Natali and M. Zingano and published in 2013, 
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also by Peeters.) Another special feature of Aitia II is that its domain of investigation 
covers both Greek and Roman sources; additionally, it features interesting new angles on 
the material under consideration (for instance in the chapters about the Skeptics, and in 
the one about Alexander of Aphrodisias).
The present volume is coedited by Cristina Viano and Carlo Natali, who authored 
the preface and the introduction, respectively. The introduction provides a helpful 
summary of the book’s chapters; additionally, it makes an interesting point that I take 
it the editors see the volume as a whole providing evidence for. Before presenting in 
some more details the interpretative thesis that the volume as a whole puts forward, I 
will briefly introduce the individual chapters, some of which are in English and some 
in French.
Luciana Repici analyses the concept of causality in early Peripateticism, 
demonstrating that Theophrastus and Strato both genuinely cohere with Aristotle on 
causes, and that Theophrastus developed Aristotle’s concept of cause in an aporetic 
direction.
Francesca Masi argues that, for Epicurus, multiple causes are not just cogs as it were 
in a mechanistic causal chain, but natural powers operating variously depending on the 
context to produce the same causal effect.
Jean-Baptiste Gourinat argues that Stoic causality was framed in terms of efficient 
causes producing dynamic effects and that Stoics categorized causes partly by asking 
whether a cause is self-sufficient or acts collaboratively.
Lorenzo Corti explores the idea of ‘‘evident causes’’ in medical and Skeptic 
Hellenistic and post-Hellenistic texts, showing that Skeptic doctors reject the reality of 
causal relations, whilst Galen accepts it.
Maddalena Bonelli and Jean-Louis Labarrière analyze Alexander of Aphrodisias’s 
concept of efficient cause and his attack on the Stoic concept of ‘‘containing cause’’, 
arguing that the systematization of causes found in imperial Peripateticism draws more 
fully on Aristotle than is often thought.
Stefano Maso addresses Roman Stoic interaction with Peripatetic causal categories, 
focusing on Seneca, who isolated Aristotle’s concept of efficient cause from both 
Aristotle’s other causes and its wider Aristotelian context, and adopted it, in this 
modified form, as his own concept of cause.
Franco Ferrari explores middle Platonic attempts to create an exhaustive picture of 
the causes of the universe in response to Aristotle, focusing particularly on Alcinous, 
Atticus, and Plutarch.
Riccardo Chiaradonna analyses ideas about causes in Plotinus, arguing that 
he confined causes to the intelligible realm and, relatedly, gave an un-Aristotelian 
description of formal cause.
The book’s introduction provides the framework within which the editors invite 
us to read the individual chapters. Natali identifies two stages in the philosophical 
reflection on causation during the period the volume covers, separated, as it were, by 
the re-discovery, or resurgence of interest, in Aristotle’s works in the first century B.C. 
(roughly half of the essays in the book concern the first stage so identified, and half the 
second.) Natali’s claim is that during the first stage, in the Hellenistic period, various 
groups of thinkers (the so called ‘‘schools’’ of the Peripatetics, Epicureans, Stoics, and 
Skeptics) appear to develop original and independent lines of inquiry on causation, 
leading to different theories not in dialogue with each other. By contrast, when 
Aristotle’s works came back to the forefront of philosophical discussion, in the Imperial 
period, comparisons among different systems of causes began to be felt necessary. In 
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this second stage the prominent philosophers of the time (exemplified in this volume 
by Alexander of Aphrodisias, later Stoics such as Seneca, and later Platonist thinkers, 
including Plotinus) became aware that they needed to position their own views in 
relation to Aristotle’s account of causation.
Aristotle’s account, with its ambition to be an exhaustive causal analysis of reality, 
motivated the philosophers of the Imperial period to produce either alternative but 
equally comprehensive systems, or complementary ones to it. Thinkers of this time thus 
engage in re-interpreting, each in their own terms, alternative systems of causes that 
their contemporaries or even predecessors had developed. Their overall goal is to look 
for a theoretical reconciliation, as it were, and a single comprehensive theory that could 
incorporate systems of causes that were originally different and remained difficult to 
fit together. But the exercise was fruitful, in that it gave raise to much philosophical 
thinking that is still for us to fully explore. And this is one of the points that I take the 
editors want to make : looking at this period in the history of philosophy is exciting and 
this stimulating book is intended to open up many further avenues for research that will 
take forward the work done so far.
Anna Marmodoro
Corpus Christi College, Oxford 
Mauro Bonazzi, À la recherche des idées  : platonisme et philosophie hellénistique 
d’Antiochus à Plotin, Vrin, Paris, 2015, 176 p. (Histoire des doctrines de l’Antiquité 
classique, 46) ISBN : 978-2-7116-2578-9.
Mauro Bonazzi is well known among scholars of ancient philosophy for his many 
valuable contributions in the area of late ancient philosophy. His papers on Antiochus, 
Eudorus, Plutarch, and the Anonymous commentator of the Theaetetus are interesting, 
learned and thought provoking. In his new book he sets out to ofer a synthetic overview 
of the history of Platonism from Antiochus to Plotinus. his is an extremely rich period 
of the history of Platonism. To begin with, we encounter as diverse philosophical proiles 
of Platonists as those of Antiochus, Plutarch, Numenius, the Anonymous in Theaetetum, 
and Plotinus. Antiochus rejects the sceptical academic tradition and sets out to revive 
the ancient Academy, Plutarch and the Anonymous in Theaetetum try to combine both 
strands of earlier Platonism, Numenius is inspired by the Pythagorean tradition, while 
Plotinus accommodates all these aspects in his work. As a result, Platonists take diferent 
stances on theory of knowledge, metaphysics, and ethics. It is not, however, only the case 
that Platonists disagree with each other as to how to interpret Plato’s philosophy as a whole 
and how to reconstruct speciic areas of Plato’s philosophy, such as epistemology and 
ethics. Contemporary Peripatetics also disagreed about the interpretation of Aristotle. 
he disagreement of Platonists though is the result of the diferent emphasis they put on 
parts of Plato’s work and also the result of the impact of hellenistic philosophy, especially 
of Stoicism and scepticism, on their thought. As the title of the book shows, Bonazzi is 
interested in approaching  late Platonist philosophy from this speciic point of view. 
his approach is well justiied. For Antiochus’ thought is greatly shaped by Stoicism 
while he tries to distance himself from academic scepticism, Plutarch sets himself in 
dialogue with both Stoics and Epicureans while he is inspired by academic scepticism, 
Numenius and Atticus plead for a puriied Platonism but their thought is also inluenced 
by hellenistic philosophies, especially Stoicism, and, inally, Plotinus is in constant 
dialogue with Stoic philosophy and wary of scepticism. 
Bonazzi’s book is divided in three main chapters. he irst centers on Antiochus (‘‘Les 
